in his review classifies as 'ludicrous' my analysis of the Goldman et al. (1997 ) data (Vanyukov, 1999 and cites it as '[a]n example of statistics taking priority over logic'. The analysis suggests a possibility of the overrepresentation of homozygotes for a rare allele of a functional polymorphism in the DRD2 gene among substance abusers. Buckland's conclusion is based on his opinion that the frequencies of this genotype among substance abusers (0.055) and controls (0.022) cannot be compared because they 'represent nine and six individuals respectively'. It should be noted, however, that the comparison is based as much on these numbers as on the much larger numbers in the other two cells of this 2 × 2 χ 2 analysis, involving 170 affected and 267 non-affected individuals. Contrary to Buckland's opinion, this is a comparison of distributions, rather than two numbers. Moreover, as is commonly known, an analysis of this kind would be possible even with a smaller sample or with a number in a cell less than 5, as long as the proper test (Fisher's exact test) or correction (Yates's continuity correction) is applied. The standard test applied in my analysis is completely legitimate. Indeed, the analysis addresses the possibility of overlooking positive results when the statistical approach is formal, rather than based on logic and the biological meaning of the data. It is regrettable that an invited review in a respected journal such as Alcohol and Alcoholism does not exercise necessary caution in dismissing previously published results. Editor's note: Dr P. R. Buckland has read the above Letter to the Editors, but declined a response beyond his original statements. A.A.-B.B.
